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This responds to the Examiner's Statement of Reasons for Allowance, which 
accompanied the Notice of Allowance dated June 24, 2010. 

Applicant points out regarding the allowed independent claims that claims 1, 6 and 46 are 
method claims, claim 18 is a computer product claim and claim 34 is a system claim. The 
language in the independent claims differs and at least literally such language does not have 
identical correspondence in all of the claims, as is evident from a comparison of the claims 
themselves. Similarly, the Examiner's statements do not correspond literally to the language of 
all claims. 

To the extent the Examiner's Statement of Reasons for Allowance states, implies or is 
construed to mean that the allowed claims are distinguished over the prior art of record because 
the claims should be interpreted to include one or more features or limitations not recited therein, 
Applicant respectfully disagrees with such an interpretation. The issuance of the Examiner's 
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Statement of Reasons for Allowance should not be construed as a surrender by Applicant of any 
subject matter. Each of the allowed claims should be construed in accordance with the particular 
claim and applicable legal authority and precedent, notwithstanding the Examiner's stated 
Reasons for Allowance. 

Regarding the Examiner's characterization of the Kalmus et al. patent (4,674,044), it 
stands on its own. Applicant does not agree with or acquiesce in any of the Examiner's 
comments regarding Kalmus et al. at least to the extent that such comments are inconsistent with 
the patent document itself or with Applicant's prior statements regarding Kalmus et al. 
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